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/ Minutes of the Meeting 
Arts and Sciences Faculty 
25 April 2002 
Members attending (with legible signatures): B. Allen, M. Anderson, P. Bernal, G. 
Biery-Hamilton, A. Boguslawski, W. Boles, R. Bommelje, R. Bornstein, S. Carnahan, C. 
Carpan, J. Carrington, R. Carson, D. Child, E. Cohen, L. Couch, P. Deaver, N. Decker, L. 
DeTure, H. Edge, R. Fogelsong, E. Friedland, B. Galperin, L. Glennon, Y. Greenberg, C. 
Hardy, P. Harris, J. Henton, A. Homrich, J. Houston,G. Howell, R. James, P. Jarnigan, J. 
Jones, D. Kurtz, H. Kypraios, C. Lauer, S. Libby, L. Lines, B. Lofman, J. Malek, V. 
Martin, M. McLaren, M. Mesavage, T. Moore, S. Neilson, P. Pequeno, A. Prieto-Calixto, 
R. Ray, D. Richard, P. Roach, A. Rosenthal, E. Royce, J. Schmalstig, J. Schultz, C. 
Skelley, G. Sinclair, R. Singer, J. Small, M. Smyth, B. Stephenson, K. Taylor, L. 
Tillman-Healy, L. Van Sickle, R. Vitray, G. Williams, Y. Yao, J. Yellen 
Guests: R. Allers, S. Carrier, M. Kula 
I. Call to order 
President Barry Levis called the meeting to order at 12:39. 
II. Approval of minutes 
Minutes of the March 28 meeting of the faculty were moved, seconded, and 
approved as distributed. 
III. Announcements 
A. Provost Malek announced that the Board of Trustees has established the 
Bornstein Award for Faculty Scholarship to honor the work of the College ' s thirteenth 
President, Dr. Rita Bornstein. A $10,000 stipend will accompany the award. The first 
Bornstein scholar will be announced at the 2003 commencement. 
B. Sandra Chadwick announced that Johnson Institute questionnaires were 
available for faculty to complete and return. 
C. Margaret McLaren announced that the City of Orlando is considering adding 
sexual preference to its non-discrimination ordinance. 
Ill. Old Business 
A. The task force on the Center for International Studies submitted its report to 
the faculty. Dr. Lairson explained that the committee met several times, had a 
I 
colloquium, discussed revisions with the Crummer Faculty (who endorsed it), and sent 
the report to the Executive Committee. Since this is an all-college institute, the Executive 
Committee has asked that the recommendations be sent to the February 2003 all-college 
faculty meeting. 
B. Faculty Evaluation Committee nominations: Yudit Greenberg and Richard 
Vitray were nominated for the Faculty Evaluation Committee; Sharon Carnahan was 




IV. New Business 
A. The Professional Standards Committee presented revisions to Bylaw Article 
VIII (Faculty Evaluations). The focus of discussion was on changes in the document 
occurring on pages: 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, and 14 of the fourteen-page document. 
On page 3, under the criteria for teaching, the sentence in bold was added. Answering 
Rick Vitray's query, Ken Taylor noted that this was an addition to the original document. 
Lynda Glennon asked for a rationale leading to the change to "Evaluation of the 
quality of teaching need not be limited to on-load courses but can include student 
advising and over-load teaching." 
The revision of Bylaw Article VIII was moved, seconded, and adopted by voice 
vote. 
Three pages of friendly amendments were then discussed by the faculty and 
accepted by voice vote. 
Ed Cohen asked a "global question" about the conflict between the Provost ' s 
practice of offering only annual contracts for renewal and the language of the Bylaws that 
provides for appointments of more than one year. Roger Casey agreed there is confusion 
with respect to the language of the Bylaws and the practice of the annual salary and 
renewal letters. 
B. Academic Affairs Committee 
1. As chair of AAC, Ed Cohen recognized the hard work of a number of 
committee members: Marilyn Stewart, as head of the sub-committee responsible for 
approving fifty new courses this past year; members of the Academic Appeals Committee 
(a sub-committee of AAC); the AAC subcommittee headed by Carol Lauer, which was 
charged with reviewing 100 courses for general education requirement compliance with 
the newly adopted goals and assessment criteria; Don Davison for his work heading the 
physical education-requirement task force; Mark Anderson for his leadership on the W-
requirement task force. 
2. Dr. Cohen moved a proposal for Special Academic Probation, 
codifying the current practice. A voice vote was held and the motion passed. 




I. Call to Order 
II. Announcements 
A. The Provost 
Agenda 
Faculty of Arts and Sciences 
Thursday, 25 April 2002 
12:30 p.m. in the Galloway Room 
B. Other Announcements 
III. Approval of the minutes of the 28 March 2002 meeting of the faculty 
IV. Old Business 
A. Report form the Task Force for the Establishment of the Centre for 
International Studies (Lairson) 
V .. New Business 
A. Approval of Slate for Faculty Evaluation Committee 
For a three-year term: Yudit Greenberg, Richard Vitray 
For a one-year alternation position: Sharon Carnahan 
B. Professional Standards Committee 
1. Amendments to Article VIII of the Arts and Sciences Bylaws (previously 
distributed) 
C. Academic Affairs Committee 
1. Report on the Physical Education Requirement 
2. Special Academic Probation (see addendum 1) 
VI. Adjournment 
(Refreshments will be available prior to the meeting) 
Addendum 1 
A student eligible for academic dismissal may request, in writing, a review by the 
Academic Appeals Committee before actual dismissal. If the Committee finds 
compelling circumstances for the student to continue at Rollins for the next term under 
monitored and structured conditions, the Committee will place the student on Special 
Academic Probation. 
The Committee may find compelling circumstances if the student can articulate both 
insight into the factors which led to the poor performance and a realistic plan to improve 
academic performance and return to good academic standing. 
A student placed on Special Academic Probation must complete a Contract for Academic 
Success that specifies an individualized plan for returning to good academic standing and 
an agreement to abide by all special regulations. Failure to follow the terms of the 
Contract will result in a student's immediate dismissal. 
I. 
! , 2002 
Subject: Re: Meeting 
Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2002 12:43:41 -0400 
From: ecohen <ecohen@Rollins.edu> 
To: R.Barry.Levis@Rollins.Edu 
Re: Meeting 
CC: Barbara Carson <Barbara.H.Carson@Rollins.Edu>, 
Rita Bornstein <Rita.Bornstein@Rollins.Edu>, 
Roger Casey <Roger.Casey@Rollins.Edu>, 
Kenna Taylor <Kenna.Taylor@Rollins.Edu>, Jim Malek <lames.Malek@Rollins.Edu>, 
Stewart Parker <Stewart.Parker@Rollins.Edu>, Joe Siry <loseph.V.Siry@Rollins.Edu>, 
Alan Nordstrom <Alan.Nordstrom@Rollins.Edu>, 
Sharon Miller <Sharon.Miller@Rollins.Edu>, 
Andrew Merkin <Andrew .Merkin@Rollins.Edu> 
References: l 
Here is the version of the policy on special academic probation adopted by AAC: 
A student eligible for academic dismissal may request, in writing, a review by the Academic Appeals Committee 
before actual dismissal. If the Committee finds compelling circumstances for the student to continue at Rollins 
for the next term under monitored and structured conditions, the Committee will place the student on Special 
Academic Probation. 
The Committee may find compelling circumstances if the student can articulate both insight into the factors which 
led to the poor performance and a realistic plan to improve academic performance and return to good academic 
standing. 
A student placed on Special Academic Probation must complete a Contract for Academic Success that specifies 
an individualized plan for returning to good academic standing and an agreement to abide by all special 
regulations. Failure to follow the terms of the Contract will result in a student's immediate dismissal. 
In truth, this "policy" is the practice that we have been following for several years. But the revision of our guidelines 




Attached please find the agenda for our meeting Thursday. bl 
R. Barry Levis, Ph.D. 
Chair and Professor of History 
Editor, The Journal of Graduate Liberal Studies 
Rollins College 
Winter Park, Florida 32789 
Levis@Rollins.edu 
Name: EAgenda13.doc 





I. Call to order 
Minutes of the Meeting (unapproved) 
Arts and Sciences Faculty 
25 April 20021 
President Barry Levis called the meeting to order at 12:39. 
II. Approval of minutes 
Minutes of the March 28 meeting of the faculty were moved, seconded, and 
approved as distributed. 
III. Announcements 
A. Provost Malek announced that the Board of Trustees has established the 
Bornstein Award for Faculty Scholarship to honor the work of the College ' s Thirteenth 
President, Dr. Rita Bornstein. A $10,000 stipend will accompany the award. The first 
Bornstein scholar will be announced at the 2003 commencement. 
B. Sandra Chadwick announced that Johnson Institute questionnaires were 
available for faculty to complete and return. 
C. Margaret McLaren am1ounced that the City of Orlando is considering adding 
sexual preference to its non-discrimination ordinance. 
III. Old Business 
A. The task force on the Center for International Studies submitted its report to 
the faculty. Dr. Lairson explained that the committee met several times, had a 
colloquium, discussed revisions with the Crummer Faculty (who endorsed it), and sent 
the report to the Executive Committee. Since this is an all-college institute, the Executive 
Committee has asked that the recommendations be sent to the February 2003 all-college 
faculty meeting. 
B. Faculty Evaluation Committee nominations : Yudit Greenberg and Richard 
Vitray were nominated for the Faculty Evaluation Committee; Sharon Carnahan was 
nominated as the one-year alternate. The selections were moved and approved by the 
faculty. 
1 It appears that attendance was not taken at this meeting. 
IV. New Business 
A. The Professional Standards Committee presented revisions to Bylaw Article 
VIII (Faculty Evaluations). The focus of discussion was on changes in the document 
occurring on pages: 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13 , and 14 of the fourteen-page document. 
On page 3, under the criteria for teaching, the sentence in bold was added. Answering 
Rick Vitray's query, Ken Taylor noted that this was an addition to the original document. 
Lynda Glennon asked for a rationale leading to the change to "Evaluation of the 
quality of teaching need not be limited to on-load courses but can include student 
advising and over-load teaching." 
The revision of Bylaw A1iicle VIII was moved, seconded, and adopted by voice 
vote. 
Three pages of friendly amendments were then discussed by the faculty and 
accepted by voice vote. 
Ed Cohen asked a "global question" about the conflict between the Provost's 
practice of offering only annual contracts for renewal and the language of the Bylaws that 
provides for appointments of more than one year. Roger Casey agreed there is confusion 
with respect to the language of the Bylaws and the practice of the annual salary and 
renewal letters . 
B. Academic Affairs Committee 
1. As chair of AAC, Ed Cohen recognized the hard work of a number of 
committee members: Marilyn Stewart, as head of the sub-committee responsible for 
approving fifty new courses this past year; members of the Academic Appeals Committee 
(a sub-committee of AAC); the AAC subcommittee headed by Carol Lauer, which was 
charged with reviewing 100 courses for general education requirement compliance with 
the newly adopted goals and assessment criteria; Don Davison for his work heading the 
physical education-requirement task force; Mark Anderson for his leadership on the W-
requirement task force. 
2. Dr. Cohen moved a proposal for Special Academic Probation, 
codifying the current practice. A voice vote was held and the motion passed. 
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A. Report form the Task Force for the Establishment of the Centre for 
International Studies (Lairson) 
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A. Approval of Slate for Faculty Evaluation Committee 
For a three-year term: Yudit Greenberg, Richard Vitray 
For a one-year alternation position: Sharon Carnahan 
B. Professional Standards Committee 
1. Amendments to Article VIII of the Arts and Sciences Bylaws (previously 
distributed) 
C. Academic Affairs Committee 
1. Report on the Physical Education Requirement 
2. Special Academic Probation (see addendum 1) 
VI. Adjournment 
(Refreshments will be available prior to the meeting) 
Addendum 1 
A student eligible for academic dismissal may request, in writing, a review by the 
Academic Appeals Committee before actual dismissal. If the Committee finds 
compelling circumstances for the student to continue at Rollins for the next term under 
monitored and structured conditions, the Committee will place the student on Special 
Academic Probation. 
The Committee may find compelling circumstances if the student can miiculate both 
insight into the factors which led to the poor performance and a realistic plan to improve 
academic performance and return to good academic standing. 
A student placed on Special Academic Probation must complete a Contract for Academic 
Success that specifies an individualized plan for returning to good academic standing and 
an agreement to abide by all special regulations. Failure to follow the terms of the 
Contract will result in a student's immediate dismissal. 
[Revision: passed Apr.25 , 2002] 
ARTICLE VIII 
FACULTY EVALUATIONS 
A. FACULTY APPOINTMENTS 
For joint appointments across schools, more than one Dean will be involved in the evaluation of 
a candidate, and so all statements in Article VIII pertaining to a Dean should be interpreted as 
applying to "Deans" when this is the case. Likewise, in programs headed by a Director rather 
than a Dean, all statements in Article VIII pertaining to a Dean should be interpreted as applying 
to a "Director." All reports and recommendations and any responses by candidates will be in 
writing. Recommendations regarding candidacy for tenure or promotion must clearly support or 
not support the candidate. Notices of reappointments and nonreappointments are the 
responsibility of the President and will be in writing. 
Section 1. New Appointments 
Faculty appointments may be made to tenure-track or visiting positions. No tenure-track 
appointment may last beyond seven consecutive years without the faculty being granted tenure. 
No visiting faculty appointment may last beyond six consecutive years. Initial appointments of 
tenure-track faculty shall normally be for a two-year period. All faculty appointments shall be 
made by the President with the advice of the Provost, who may act as the President's agent, and 
the appropriate Dean. All tenure-track appointments will be made as the result of national 
searches. 
The department to which the candidate will be appointed will normally conduct the search. 
Search committees shall have one faculty member from outside the department who will be 
appointed by the appropriate Dean in consultation with the department. The appointee will be a 
voting member of the search committee. The recruitment and selection of candidates for faculty 
appointments will conform to the equal employment opportunity and affirmative action policies 
of the College. 
1 
The Dean shall not recommend the appointment of anyone of whom a majority of the tenured 
and tenure-track members of the appointee's department or program disapproves. If a new 
appointment must be made when a majority of the members of the department or program cannot 
be consulted, the Dean may recommend no more than a one-year visiting appointment. 
Section 2. Reappointments 
Reappointments normally occur annually after the initial appointment. However, a department or 
program may recommend reappointment contracts of two years or three years, subject to the 
concurrence of the appropriate Dean. All appointments and reappointments made during a 
faculty member's probationary period are terminal appointments for not more than three years. 
Visiting appointments are for not more than three years. 
Reappointment evaluations are conducted by the Candidate Evaluation Committee. 
Reappointments shall be made by the President only with the approval of the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee and a majority of the tenured and tenure-track members of the 
Department, after review by the appropriate Dean, and the Provost. 
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In case of a renewable one-year academic year appointment, notice of nonreappointment must be 
transmitted in writing to the candidate not later than March 1. In case of a two-year academic 
appointment, a written notice of nonreappointment must be sent to the candidate not later than 
December 15. If a one-year appointment terminates during an academic year, the candidate must 
be notified in writing at least three months in advance of its termination. If a two-year 
appointment terminates during an academic year, the candidate must be notified in writing at 
least six months in advance of its termination. After two or more years of service, notice of 
nonreappointment must be given not later than twelve months before the expiration of the 
appointment. 
B. CRITERIA FOR FACULTY EVALUATION 
Section 1. General Criteria 
The education of students is the primary mission of Rollins College. To that end the role of the 
faculty involves teaching, research and scholarship, and service as interrelated components that 
serve this mission. Rollins values teaching excellence above all. We see scholarship and 
service as concomitant to good teaching. We expect candidates for tenure and promotion to 
demonstrate scholarly interests and give evidence of an active scholarly life. We expect 
candidates for tenure and promotion to engage in service within the College and to demonstrate 
how service outside the College is connected to the mission of the College. 
We expect candidates to make a case for tenure and promotion. Tenure and promotion represent 
recognition by the College community that a faculty member has met Rollins' standards for 
membership and achievement. We expect every faculty member to adhere to professional 
standards, as well as to demonstrate the commitment to rational dialogue that is required for 
cooperative relations among colleagues and the promotion of knowledge and understanding 
among students. To receive tenure or promotion, the candidate must demonstrate that he or she 
has contributed, and will continue to contribute, to the College's educational mission and goals in 
spirit as well as substance. In making the case for tenure and promotion, the candidate should 
address the following categories. 
Teaching. Rollins College expects the candidate to demonstrate both high competence in his/her 
field(s) and the ability to convey knowledge of his/her field to students. While we recognize the 
legitimacy of a wide variety of teaching methods, the candidate must be able to organize coherent 
and useful courses, stimulate student thought, challenge student assumptions, and establish a 
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realistic but demanding set of expectations. Means of evaluation in this area include course 
evaluations, classroom visits, review of course syllabi, writing or conversations with colleagues 
that demonstrate the candidate's intellectual ability, and evidence of effective communication 
skills. Evaluation of the quality of teaching need not be limited to on-load courses but can 
include student advising and over-load teaching. The candidate must demonstrate excellence as a 
teacher to merit tenure or promotion. 
Research and Scholarship. We expect the candidate to demonstrate scholarly accomplishment, as 
well as ongoing intellectual activity directed toward making a contribution to his or her fields(s) 
and/or toward the extension or deepening of intellectual competence. We recognize the value not 
only of scholarship in a particular academic discipline, but also in inter-disciplinary scholarship 
and pedagogical research. Accomplishments in this area may be demonstrated, as appropriate, 
by the following: scholarly writings submitted for review by one's peers, presentation of papers at 
professional meetings, creation of art or performance, serving as a session organizer or discussant 
at professional conferences, participation in scholarly activities such as seminars in which written 
scholarly work is required, service as a referee or reviewer for professional journals and/or 
publishers or professional conferences, invited lectures and performances, the receipt of grants or 
fellowships from which scholarly writing is expected, public performance, and the publication of 
journal articles or books. These activities must represent a pattern of professional development, 
suggesting an intellectual and scholarly life that will continue after the awarding of tenure or 
promotion. 
These requirements are the same for tenure and promotion, except that the College has higher 
expectations for candidates for promotion to Professor. Given the time that normally elapses 
before a candidate can apply for promotion to Professor, he or she must be able to demonstrate a 
stronger record of scholarly accomplishment to merit promotion. 
College Service. We expect every faculty member to make a contribution to the College 
community beyond the classroom and beyond his or her research efforts. Contribution to the 
College community should include, for example, such services as participation in College 
committees, involvement in student activities, effectiveness and cooperation in departmental and 
interdepartmental programs, active and effective participation in the cultural and intellectual life 
of the College, and service in the outside community. Development of academic, curricular, and 
other programs that enrich the life of the College can weigh heavily in considering a candidate's 
College service. 
The commitment to advising (students, organizations, programs) can also be seriously considered 
in evaluating a candidate's College service. Student advising includes not only accepting a 
reasonable number of advisees, consistent with the candidate's other responsibilities, and making 
oneself available to students outside of class on a regular basis, but also interacting with students 
outside of class regarding issues and interests in the courses a candidate teaches and discussing 
with advisees their overall academic program, course selection, and career concerns. 
Service to the College can take many forms , and Rollins recognizes the variety of contributions 
made by individual faculty members that contribute to the mission of the College. 
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Section 2. Departmental Criteria 
Each department, with the concurrence of the Faculty Evaluation Committee, shall determine 
how the above criteria shall be applied for faculty evaluations by the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee in particular academic disciplines. Approved department criteria shall be in the form 
of a written document to which the candidate has access. Approved department criteria are 
available in the Dean of Faculty Office. In the absence of approved department criteria, the 
College criteria, as stated in the previous section, shall apply as appropriate. In this case, the 
Candidate Evaluation Committee shall address the College criteria in its written report and 
recommendation. 
Section 3. Specific Criteria for Reappointment and Promotion 
No reappointment or promotion, except as provided below for instructors who receive the 
terminal degree, is to be regarded as automatic, but must be earned by merit as demonstrated by 
all applicable activities. Promotions in rank shall be made in accord with the general criteria of 
the College and the specific criteria described below. They will go into effect September 1 
following the evaluation proceedings. 
Reappointment. Criteria for reappointment shall be the same as those for tenure and promotion, 
with the understanding that the candidate is evaluated for the promise of excellence in teaching, 
research and scholarship, and College service. 
Promotion to Assistant Professor. For persons employed at the initial rank of instructor pending 
attainment of the terminal degree, promotion to the rank of Assistant Professor will be automatic 
and take effect upon official confirmation of their receiving the terminal degree. 
Instructors who have not received the doctorate or the terminal degree in the appropriate field 
may be promoted to Assistant professor only if a majority of the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee and the appropriate Dean conclude that all criteria for reappointment have been met 
and that the individual's continued employment is justified by exceptional conditions, such as: 
the individual's contribution to the College has been outstanding, and if applicable, progress on 
the terminal degree is significant enough so that this degree will be awarded within a year. 
No candidate without the terminal degree will be promoted without the approval of a majority of 
those on the Candidate Evaluation Committee. 
Promotion to Associate Professor. Persons holding the rank of Assistant Professor may be 
awarded promotion to the rank of Associate Professor after a minimum of six years of full-time 
teaching in a senior institution at the Assistant Professor level, of which at least four years have 
been at this institution. 
If the Candidate Evaluation Committee and the appropriate Dean believe that the individual's 
contribution to the College, professional growth and potential warrant the promotion, then upon 
their recommendations and the concurrence of the Provost, the promotion may be granted by the 
President. No candidate will be promoted without the approval of the majority of the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee. Only in exceptional cases will promotion to the rank of Associate 
Professor be considered for individuals not holding the terminal degree in the appropriate field 
and not having completed the minimum number of years. These exceptional cases will be 
determined by joint approval of the relevant Candidate Evaluation Committee, the Faculty 
Evaluation Committee, and the appropriate 
5 
Promotion to Professor. Faculty members with the terminal degree in the appropriate field 
holding the rank of Associate Professor may be awarded promotion to Professor, after a 
minimum of five years full time experience in a senior institution at the rank of Associate 
Professor, of which at least three years have been at this institution. The Board of Trustees, upon 
recommendation by the President, may waive this minimum duration, but only in exceptional 
circumstances. The delineation of these circumstances will be determined by each Candidate 
Evaluation Committee of the College in consultation with the Faculty Evaluation Committee and 
the appropriate Dean. 
For promotion to the rank of Professor, the individual must receive the positive recommendation 
of a majority of the Candidate Evaluation Committee. The Provost will make a separate report 
and recommendation to the President. Promotions to the rank of Professor shall be made by the 
Board of Trustees and upon the recommendation of the President. 
C. PROCEDURES FOR REVIEW OF UNTENURED FACULTY PRIOR TO THE 
TENURE REVIEW 
Section 1. Annual Evaluations 
The Candidate Evaluation Committee normally conducts annual formal evaluations. The 
evaluation will be documented in a report addressed to the appropriate Dean and placed in the 
candidate's permanent file. The report should include an analysis and evaluation of the 
candidate's progress toward tenure, based on the criteria set fo1ih in the by-laws and in individual 
departmental criteria. 
Annual evaluations are to be conducted every year in which neither a tenure evaluation nor a 
comprehensive mid-course evaluation takes place. 
Informal reviews or discussions of a candidate's progress in meeting department and College 
expectations are encouraged. These will not be part of the candidate ' s formal file. 
Section 2. Comprehensive Mid-Course Evaluation 
Prior to the tenure review, each candidate for tenure and promotion will receive one 
comprehensive mid-course evaluation. This evaluation procedure follows the description given 
in Part D., sections 1-5 for a tenure/promotion evaluation except for the timing and the absence 
of a recommendation for tenure or promotion. Normally, the comprehensive mid-course 
evaluation will take place in the spring of the candidate's third year, but no later than two years 
before the evaluation for tenure is to take place. The Candidate Evaluation Committee, the 
appropriate Dean, and the Faculty Evaluation Committee will each prepare a written report 
detailing the perceived strengths and weaknesses of the candidate, including specific comments 
regarding directions the candidate might pursue to strengthen his or her case for tenure or 
promotion. 
6 
A candidate for promotion to Professor has the right to make a written request to the relevant 
department head and Dean for a comprehensive mid-course evaluation. The subsequent 
evaluation for promotion can take place no earlier than two years after the mid-course evaluation. 
In this case, the procedures for the comprehensive mid-course evaluation for tenure will be 
followed. 
D. PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION OF CANDIDACY FOR TENURE AND 
PROMOTION TO PROFESSOR 
Section 1. Eligibility for Tenure 
Normally, a candidate is eligible for the awarding of tenure in his or her seventh year of a tenure-
track appointment at Rollins, with the possibility for earlier consideration if the candidate has 
had prior experience. Individuals with three years full -time experience at the Assistant Professor 
level or higher at other institutions may be awarded tenure in their sixth year at Rollins. 
Individuals with four or more years full -time experience at the Assistant Professor level or higher 
at other institutions may be awarded tenure in their fifth year at Rollins. Individuals who have 
had full -time experience at the Assistant Professor level or higher at Rollins in a visiting position 
may use their Rollins' visiting experience as tenure-track, or may utilize up to the full seven-year 
tenure-track probationary period. 
Section 2. Notification of the Candidate 
The review for tenure or promotion is conducted in the academic year preceding the award. 
Tenured appointments or promotions commence September 1 the year following the award. 
By April 15 of each year, the appropriate Dean notifies, in writing, those faculty members 
eligible for tenure review and/or promotion evaluation the following fall. Having received the 
Dean's notification of eligibility, candidates seeking evaluation must inform the appropriate 
Dean in writing by May 15. The Dean then provides them with a timetable for the evaluation 
process and a description of the materials each candidate must assemble for the evaluation file 
(the professional assessment statement, course syllabi, samples of exams and other assignments, 
samples of written work, and any other information the candidate deems relevant to the 
evaluation) The candidate must submit these materials to the Department Chair by June 15. The 
Dean also notifies the department chair of the candidate's intention to undergo review. 
Section 3. The Candidate 
7 
At the time of the tenure and/or promotion evaluation, each candidate is expected to make a 
written statement of his or her activities since his/her last evaluation. All relevant professional 
activities are addressed: teaching, research and scholarship, and College service. The statement 
includes the candidate's assessment of his or her successes and failures, as well as a plan for 
future development. In the area of scholarly research, the College is particularly interested in 
knowing 
• how the candidate has developed professionally since the last formal evaluation, 
• how the candidate's research interests and professional activities constitute a coherent 
path of development, and 
• how the candidate's research interests are connected to his or her academic life. 
Since each candidate's application is judged by colleagues from the general College community, 
as well as those from his or her particular academic discipline, the professional assessment 
statement plays a critical role in making determinations about the candidate's professional 
competence and quality of mind. While a faculty member has reasonable latitude for changes of 
professional direction, the professional assessment statement is used to make determinations 
about the candidate's professional development in subsequent evaluations and may be consulted 
when determinations are made about requests for funding and release time support. 
As the evaluation process proceeds, the candidate receives copies of all reports and 
recommendations submitted by the Candidate Evaluation Committee, the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee, the Dean of the Faculty and the Provost. Any responses will become part of the 
material which the Provost will use for his or her recommendation and report Should the 
candidate wish to respond to any of these reports and recommendations, he or she may do so in 
writing to all of the appropriate entities in the process. 
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Section 4. Candidate Evaluation Committee Structure and Evaluation 
Reappointment evaluations are normally conducted by the Candidate Evaluation Committee. The 
chair of the department to which the candidate has been appointed, in consultation with members 
of that department, shall select a Candidate Evaluation Committee by June 15 prior to the 
academic year in which the evaluation takes place. The Candidate Evaluation Committee 
conducts annual evaluations, the mid-course evaluations, and the evaluations associated with 
tenure and promotion. The Candidate Evaluation Committee normally consists of the Chair of 
the department (unless the Chair is being evaluated) and a minimum of two additional tenured 
members of the department who are selected by a majority of all full -time members of the 
department, without excluding tenured members who wish to serve. In addition, a member of the 
Faculty Evaluation Committee serves as an ex officio (non-voting) member when the candidate 
is being evaluated for tenure or promotion to Professor. If two additional tenured members of the 
department are unavailable, non-tenured members may be appointed. If non-tenured members are 
unavailable, the department Chair, with the advice of the candidate and the approval of the 
Faculty Evaluation Committee, will select tenured members from outside the department to serve 
on the Committee. If the Department Chair is the candidate being evaluated, another member of 
the department shall be selected as Candidate Evaluation Committee Chair. 
For candidates with an appointment in more than one department or program, the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee, with the advice of the candidate, will add to the Committee one more 
tenured faculty member, or non-tenured faculty member if a tenured faculty member is 
unavailable. This faculty member should have greater familiarity with the work of the candidate 
outside the department to which the candidate was appointed. If such a faculty member is 
unavailable, the Chair of the Professional Standards Committee will select a tenured faculty 
member to serve on the Candidate Evaluation Committee. 
Collection of Material Required for Review. The Chair of the Candidate Evaluation Committee 
has the responsibility for collecting additional materials required for the evaluation including 
letters from tenured members of the department and/or department letters signed by the tenured 
members of the department, and student evaluations, and for placing them, along with the 
materials submitted by the candidate, in the candidate's file for members of the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee to review. 
At the candidate's request, for the assessment of the candidate's scholarship, two peer evaluators 
from institutions other than Rollins will be selected by the Chair of the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee and the appropriate Dean from a list submitted by the candidate. The Chair then 
contacts the peer evaluators and requests their evaluation of the candidate's scholarship. This 
request must be made in writing to both the Dean and the Chair of the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee by June 15. 
Review by the Candidate Evaluation Committee. After each member of the Committee has 
reviewed the candidate's file, the Committee meets with the candidate to discuss the activities 
addressed in the file. Issues that the Committee considers relevant to the evaluation that might 
not have been addressed by the candidate are also raised here. The Committee then approves a 
report and recommendation written by the Chair. The report and recommendation records the 
vote of the Committee. If the Committee makes a positive recommendation, it gives reasons for 
its recommendation in the report. In the cases of a recommendation against awarding tenure or 
promotion, the Committee gives reasons for its conclusion. No candidate is tenured or promoted 
without the approval of a majority of the Candidate Evaluation Committee. The candidate is 
given a copy of the report and recommendation, and has the opportunity to respond in writing. 
For tenure decisions, the Committee Chair sends the report and recommendation to the Faculty 
Evaluation Committee and the candidate by September 30. For decisions on promotion to 
Professor, the Chair sends the report and recommendation to the Faculty Evaluation Committee 
and the candidate by October 15. A copy of the report and recommendation, along with the 
candidate's file, is sent to the appropriate Dean at the same time. 
Section 5. Evaluation by Deans or Directors 
Based on the candidate's file as well as his or her knowledge of the candidate, the appropriate 
Dean conducts a separate evaluation. The Dean may consult with the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee, the candidate, or any other members of the community. 
The Dean writes a separate report and recommendation on the candidate addressed to the 
Provost. For tenure decisions, the Dean submits a report and recommendation addressed to the 
Provost but sent to the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the candidate, and the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee by October 31. For decisions on promotion to Professor, the Dean 
submits a repmi and recommendation addressed to the Provost but sent to the candidate, the 
Candidate Evaluation Committee and Faculty Evaluation Committee by October 31. 
Section 6. Faculty Evaluation Committee Structure and Evaluation 
The Faculty Evaluation Committee consists of five tenured faculty members each with the rank 
of Professor serving staggered terms of three years, one alternate (serving a term of one year), to 
serve when a regular member is excused from an evaluation. These faculty members are 
appointed by Executive Committee, with some consideration given to academic diversity, and 
ratified by the faculty. Members of the Faculty Evaluation Committee receive one course-
released time every year they serve on the Committee. 
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Access to Information. The Faculty Evaluation Committee has access to the candidate's file and 
all other materials considered at other stages of the evaluation process, and can request additional 
information from the Dean. It is always appropriate for the Faculty Evaluation Committee to 
introduce additional information that might not have been included by the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee or the appropriate Dean. The Faculty Evaluation Committee also has the authority to 
call in anyone it needs for consultation, especially where there is disagreement between parties at 
different stages of the evaluation process 
Review by the Faculty Evaluation Committee. The Faculty Evaluation Committee conducts its 
own evaluation of each candidate for tenure or promotion. The evaluation will be based on the 
following sources: the written report and recommendation by the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee, the depaiiment's approved criteria for tenure or promotion or, in the absence of 
approved criteria, specifications of how College criteria for tenure and promotion are defined, 
measured, and applied, the assessment of external evaluators (when requested by the candidate), 
the report and recommendation of the appropriate Dean, the candidate's professional assessment 
statement, an interview with the candidate, and any other material or information the Committee 
has obtained in the exercise of its duties. The Committee may also consult with the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee, the appropriate Dean, or any other member of the community. 
The Faculty Evaluation Committee cannot challenge substantive requirements of a department 
for tenure or promotion to professor that has approved criteria. The Faculty Evaluation 
Committee will require the evaluation from the Candidate Evaluation Committee to adhere to its 
approved criteria, both procedural and substantive. 
Upon completion of its review of a candidate, the Faculty Evaluation Committee writes a report 
and recommendation. For tenure decisions, the Committee submits its final report and 
recommendation, positive or negative, to the Candidate by December 8 and to the Provost by 
December 15. For decisions on promotion to Professor, the Committee submits the candidate's 
file, report and recommendation, positive or negative, to the Provost by March 1. In either case, 
the recommendation of the Committee may agree or disagree with that of the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee or of the Dean. 
In the event of a negative evaluation by the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the Faculty 
Evaluation Committee will consult with the Candidate Evaluation Committee on points of 
disagreement. If the Faculty Evaluation Committee is still not satisfied with the arguments of the 
Candidate Evaluation Committee, it submits its negative recommendation, along with the 
candidate's file , the Candidate Evaluation Committee' s report and recommendation, the Dean's 
report and recommendation, and the candidate ' s response(s) to any of the reports and 
recommendations to the Provost for his or her report and recommendation. 
Section 7. Evaluation by Provost 
Assessing the recommendations from the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the Dean, the 
Provost reviews the candidate's file and makes a recommendation to the President. For tenure 
decisions, this recommendation is submitted to the President by January 15 . For decisions on 
promotion to Professor, the recommendation is submitted to the President by April 1. If the 
Provost accepts a positive recommendation of the Departmental Evaluation Committee and 
recommends overturning a negative recommendation of the Faculty Evaluation Committee, he or 
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she submits reasons for his/her decisions in writing to the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the 
candidate. 
When a conflict occurs between the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee or when the Faculty Evaluation Committee receives permission from the Provost to 
extend the date for submission of its report, the President may extend the date for the Provost's 
recommendation for a period not exceeding thirty calendar days from receipt of the Faculty 
Evaluation Committee report and recommendation. The candidate will be notified by the 
President of such extension(s) and given a revised date for the Provost's recommendation to the 
President. 
Section 8. Recommendation by President 
Upon receiving the Provost's letter, the President makes a recommendation to the Board of 
Trustees. For tenure decision, this recommendation is made at the February Board meeting. For 
decisions on promotion to Professor, the recommendation is made at the May Board meeting. 
The decision of the Board is communicated to the candidate in writing by the last day of 
February for tenure decisions or by May 31 for decisions on promotion to Professor. In the case 
of a negative decision, the candidate has until August 1 to file an appeal. Appointment to tenure 
and promotion to Professor will go into effect September 1 following the vote of the Board. 
Section 9. Structure and Timing for Tenure Evaluation 
A faculty member becomes a candidate for tenure by notifying the Dean by May 15 of the 
calendar year in which the evaluation takes place. The structure and process occurs as 
summarized in this section. 
Having reviewed the candidate's file and deliberated, the Candidate Evaluation Committee 
writes a report and recommendation which makes a case for or against the Candidate and sends 
it to the Faculty Evaluation Committee, with copies to the Dean and Candidate, by September 30. 
The candidate may choose to write a response to the report and recommendation, and this 
response will be sent to the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the Dean, and the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee by October 15. Should the Candidate Evaluation Committee make a 
negative recommendation, the candidacy cannot go forward except on appeal (Part E) . 
Having received a positive recommendation of the candidacy by the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee, the Dean will review the candidate's file , deliberate, and write a Dean's report and 
recommendation, which is addressed to the Provost, and will send it to the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee, with copies to the candidate and the Candidate Evaluation Committee, by October 
31. Should the candidate wish to challenge the recommendation of the Dean, he or she may 
send a response to Faculty Evaluation Committee, with copies to the Dean and the Candidate 
Evaluation Committee by November 7. Having received a positive recommendation, a candidate 
will normally not respond to the Dean' s report. However, if there are significant issues, such as 
matters of fact , that the candidate chooses to challenge in the report, he or she may chose to 
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write a response, directed at those issues, and will send it to the Faculty Evaluation Committee, 
with copies to the Dean and the Candidate Evaluation Committee, by November 7. 
Having received the recommendations of the Candidate Evaluation Committee and the Dean, and 
after reviewing the candidate's file and deliberating, the Faculty Evaluation Committee will write 
a report and recommendation and send it to the Candidate by December 8. Should the candidate 
wish to challenge the recommendation of the Faculty Evaluation Committee he or she may send 
a response addressed to the Provost and send it to the Faculty Evaluation Committee, with copies 
to the Dean and the Candidate Evaluation, Committee by December 15. Having received a 
positive recommendation, a candidate will normally not respond to the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee report. However, if there are significant issues, such as matters of fact, that the 
candidate chooses to challenge in the report, he or she may chose to write a response, directed at 
those issues and addressed to the Provost, and will send it to the Faculty Evaluation Committee, 
with copies to the Dean and the Candidate Evaluation Committee, by December 14. 
It is the responsibility of the Faculty Evaluation Committee to make the following materials 
available to the Provost by December 15: the candidate's file , the report and recommendation of 
the Dean, the report and recommendation of the Faculty Evaluation Committee and additional 
materials it used in its evaluation, the report and recommendation of the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee, and any optional responses to any of these by the candidate. 
The Provost will write a report and recommendation to the President, with copies sent to the 
candidate, the Dean, the Faculty Evaluation Committee, and the Candidate Evaluation 
Committee, by January 15. 
E. APPEALS ON DECISIONS OF TENURE AND PROMOTION 
Section 1. Grounds 
Decisions on tenure and promotion may be appealed only in the event of the following charges: 
discrimination on the basis of race, national origin, religion, sex, sexual orientation, age or 
physical handicap; procedural improprieties; or violations of academic freedom. 
Section 2. Appointment of the Appeals Committee 
The Appeals Committee consists of three tenured faculty with the rank of Professor, serving 
staggered terms of three years. The Professional Standards Committee, upon the approval of the 
Faculty of Arts and Sciences and the President appoints these three members. The Appeals 
Committee will include no members of the Candidate Evaluation Committee or the Faculty 
Evaluation Committee. 
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Section 3. Review of the Appeals Committee 
A candidate who appeals a tenure or promotion decision has until August 1 following the 
evaluation to file an appeal. The candidate appeals to the Appeals Committee which reviews the 
case and decides whether there is sufficient cause for an appeal. If the Appeals Committee finds 
that sufficient cause does exist, a meeting for a full-scale review is convened. 
The Appeals Committee has the authority to review the procedure of a tenure or promotion 
decision. It does not rule on the substance of the case. To win an appeal, the candidate must 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Committee that the evaluation process has been flawed. In 
the absence of convincing evidence, that the procedure has been flawed, the Appeals Committee 
affirms the original decision to deny tenure or promotion. 
Section 4. Recommendations of the Appeals Committee 
After reviewing the case, the Appeals Committee makes a recommendation to the President. It 
may recommend upholding the decision to deny tenure or promotion, or it may recommend a 
new evaluation, either by the original Committee(s) or by a newly constituted Committee(s), as 
appropriate. 
F. EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY 
The Candidate Evaluation Committees, with the support of the appropriate Dean, are charged 
with the responsibilities of encouraging improved teaching and professional development for all 
members of the faculty. Tenured faculty will normally be evaluated every five years . The 
appropriate Dean, with the approval of the Professional Standards Committee may recommend 
exceptions. 
While the primary purpose of continued assessment is to promote improved teaching and 
professional development, it also assists tenured faculty in the identification and correction of 
any deficiencies. Should the Candidate Evaluation Committee or the appropriate Dean detect 
deficiencies which are particularly significant, the evaluation proceedings may be initiated at any 
time. 
Section 1. Candidate Evaluation Committee 
The faculty member's professional assessment statement plays a primary role in these 
evaluations. As in tenure or promotion review, the faculty member creates a file for members of 
the Candidate Evaluation Committee to review. The Committee then meets with the faculty 
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member to discuss the professional assessment statement and writes a brief letter of evaluation in 
response to it, noting points of concurrence or disagreement. This letter is sent to the candidate 
and the Dean by February 1 of the evaluation year. 
Section 2. Evaluations by Deans 
The Dean plays a central role in providing on-going encouragement and support for faculty 
efforts at professional development. 
The Dean meets with the faculty member separately to discuss the professional assessment 
statement and the letter of the Candidate Evaluation Committee. The Dean then writes a brief 
letter of evaluation, stating points of concurrence or disagreement. The faculty member receives a 
copy of this letter by March 1 of the evaluation year. 
Both letters, along with the professional assessment statement, are placed in a file for the faculty 
member that is kept in the office of the Dean. While a faculty member has a reasonable latitude 
for changes of professional direction, this file is then used in decisions about released time, 
requests for funding, and merit awards . 
ARTICLE IX 
AMENDMENT PROCEDURE 
These Bylaws, or any provisions thereof, may be abrogated or amended at any meeting of the 
faculty by vote of two-thirds of those present, assuming a quorum, provided that a notice one 
week prior to the meeting shall contain a copy of the proposed amendment or amendments. The 
amendment, ultimately made at the faculty meeting, need not be in the exact form in which it was 
sent to each faculty member, but must deal with the same subject matter. 
